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REMARKS 

Ibis Reply is aevompanied b\ an Interview Summary. 

Applicant amended claim 3? to change "nondirected" to "non-directed" for consistency 
! he examiner required restriction as iojlows- 



I. Claims J-l" ami 34-.W. drawn to a system and method for 
trading of '.counties in an electronic trading venue, the method comprising 
entering at a client cum pitting system an order executable against any 
participant thai tat) at leas.! in part satisfy (he order, the eisenl station 
including a display that renders a graphical user interface: choosing 
through the graphical user interface rendered on the display a priority type 
for how the order interacts with contra stde quotes orders in the trading 
%c«ue classified in class "OS, subclass 37. A utility of thb group of claims- is 
choosing through the graphical user interface rendered on the display a 
priority type for how the order inleracts with contra side quotes/orders in 
the trading venue. 

II. <. taints 7-12 drawn to a computer program product and a 
s>stetn for an electronic trading venue for tmditm of securities, the 
computer program product comprising instructions for causing a computer 
to: receive an order entered front a ciiciit station, the order fo buy or sell a 
specified quantlh if a security, the order of a type that is executable for 
execution against any participant that can at least in part satisfy at least a 
portion of the specified quantity of the order: and determine from the 
recehed order a priority type for how the order interacts with contra side 
quotes orders in the trading xenue; and execute the order against contra- 
side inte»est according to the determined priority type, classified in class 
"05. subclass A utility of this group of claims is executing the order 
against contra-side interest according to a determined priority type. 

Applicant elect? Croup L claim- i -17 and 34- V>. WITH TRAVKRSE because the 
restriction requirement is erroneous on iis face. 1 he Group 1 claims i - 1 7 and ?4-3 4 ' while not 
strict!} drawn "to a system and method for trailing of securities in an electronic irading venue" but to "A 
sAsiem tin an eleeuonie venue for trading insecurities" the reasons for Mibdix idimi out the 
(.tamp H claims are clearly inaccurate. ( ontrnrs to the examiner's stated reasons "11. < Manns ""-11 
drawn to a computer program pioduet and a system for an electronic trading venue for trading of securities" 
Claim-* 7-1.? aa instead drawn v. ither directly or indirectly fo the sx sts. m of claim 1. Hn.se 
claims are not computer program product claims or a swem different from claim 1, hut are 
instead nierclv further limiting the scope of claim 1. In addition, die claims of damp M ate 
already encompassed within Group 1. 
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! he esaminet has othemise fmmshod im seasons that \ppikan + san icspond to 
othetvvise show th»j erroj m the exammeiN ieasonsnj> 1 huefoie. paulu^ clanking coinmaiN 
horn the o^ammei \pphc tut wilt point ihk bncfh some ot ilk 1 detects -n tlu-. tequnemens 

\ppljutut nokv that claim 7 foi mstaaec valis *oj * ! hi. svt>tem oj dams I whetem oik ot 
the ptiotits t>pes is price tunc that accoutts V 1 led ontc t, oirmerce Network (1 ON) ae-test* 
lees pnoim lhts t-iaun spec dies a pjio^n Kpe clam 1. nanieh def inne. to choose a 
pnoim t\pe tot how the otdet tnteiacts with contta side quotes otdeis in the tutdmg \ctmc 
Claim 7, <ts with claim 1 ne;C oi igntalA fled d urns and ^ (r io amended wue not amended hi a 
mannet thai chaiued m substance the subject m i tci oi the claims Uxordtnejv . because these 
claims wete not testtKicd out pitoi to final actior Mrs tequuemei!* js nnpiupet It) addition, 
claim " funna limits datm 1 , but does noi add a iu\\ elenu nt u» claim 1 Rathei claim " metei> 
let ties one oi the t\ pes ot piioiit} that can be ^-elected ir *he mtetfaee o + claim I 

I it addition, ths. o\ miinei aisiued that 11k im cations are distird, itom each othei 
because "I hi nmnuons <nt uUiul .is snbiombiif.iin>»s disetosid .is us.»bU> togtfhet m ,i single 
combination * ! h*. examine! ha^ not shown claim ** to K tl snbcombmaLon oj d mn I 

I he cxamtnei also st Ued that "Restmlmn lot e\atn inai urn put poses ,»s indicated is propet 
because ,ii! these inventions listed in itus actum ate independent «! distinct b>i the tcisnns givut above 
\pphc itu howe'.ei tt uefse- bcx tuse the examine! has pot given am reasons whs the gfoups ate 
independent ot distinct I he c^ammo also ai.'tkd tha, tacte wmld be a serious si .itch and 
cxammtitioit burden it resit ictioij wet*, not required because one or mute ot the follow ma reasons apph 
1 he examine! has not shown that ans o! the^ rea^ors e\is. 

Reason 1: 

(.)) Hit inventions h.ne .uqtmei! <» sepat.ite sl<itus in ttu at! in \kv> of then dttUunt 
flassifli'iitioni 

! he examiner ha? not ^huwn that thc\ have ddteieni dassficat'ons In fact the examine! 
idntfls th it thes ha\ e the same classification ""05. subc!.iss r 



' \pplfcatu does not concede that Uw examiner musi mcrcK show one or the other, hut rather rt is \ppbeartt\s 
contention thai: the examiner must show both. 
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Reason 2: 

(h> the indentions have acquired it separate status i« the an tint- to their tecogni/ed 
divergent subject matter; 

I he examiner lias not shown that the> have acquired a sepauite status or that ihete is 
divergent subject matter. 

Reason 3: 

(e) the inventions requite <i dtifetcnt field of search <(m cvantpie, *.earehiti<> different, 
classes subclasses or ekctiontc lesourcts, or eniplovifia different staich queues); 

\ be examiner ha? not shown that the gioups would requite a dtffciem field of search, 
diilerent elates subclasses or vcuch queries Indeed applicant contents that the subject matter 
ot caeh o( the gioups would have the same field ol seatch. el tssvs .subclasses and seauh queries. 

Reason 4 : 

(d) the prior art applicable to one invention would not likely be applicable to another 
invention; 

The examiner has noi shown that the prior art applicable to Group i would not also be 
applicable to Group I I. This is borne out by the examiner's use of the same prior art against 
these claims previously. 

Reason 5: 

(e) the inventions are iiketv to raise different non-prior art issues under 35 U.S.C, KM and/or 
35 IJ.NX. 112. first paragraph. 

The examiner has not shown thai the groups would raise different mm prior art rejections, 
e.g.. under 35 U.S.C. 101 and/or 35 U.S.C?. 1 12. first paragraph.. 

Applicant has made this election WITH TRAVERSE and has reserved its right to 
petition to remove the requirement. Applicant has distinctly and specifically point out errors in 
the restriction requirement, in so far as the restriction can be understood. 
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